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Abstract

The present study Investigated (1) the conditlons under which the
prorimal cause of an event affects judgments of a distal cause (1) the
capacities persons need to be held responsible for thelr actions and
(111) the relationship between judgments of causation, blame and
restitution. Subjects read about situations in which an Initial act, In
combination with a later behavior by a secund person, produced harm. The
age and mental state of the second person were varied. It was found that
ceuse and blame assigned to the Initial action was greater when the second
person was a child or mental ly disturbed, as compared o a sane adult.
Causal and moral responsibliity were related to the understanding, reasoning
capaclty and abll ity to control behavior of the person judged. Finally,
support was obtained for an ontaliment mode! of the relations betwecn

Judgments of causation, biame and restitution.



An event Is normal ly percelved and understood in terms of I+s location
within a temporal ly ordered netwark of Interconnected causes and ef fects.
Nonetheless, there Is surprisingly I1+tle data regarding the principles
people use In tracing ceusality for an outcome through Immediate, proximal
events to prior, distal events. One possible reason for this deficlt
resides in the nature of classic atiribution theories. These theories deal
mainly with the relation between actor (dispositions, Intentions) and act
where the relationship between the act and a subsequent outcome of the act
Is not In dispute (e.g., MIss Adams chooses Bagby; see Jones & Davls, 1965)
or where the act does not produce an external outcome (e.g., enjoyment of a
movie; see Kelley, 1967). Recently, however, I+ has been recognized that a
full understanding of phenomenal causal Ity requires attention to the
location of an event within a percqlved causa: structure or sequence (cf.
Elnhorn & Hogarth, 1982; Finchem, In press; Kelley, 1983). One approach to
the development of this more detalled understanding of phenomenal causal Ity
Is to examine the attributions people make In si”uations where there Is a
camplex relationship betwsen an event or outcome and the act(s) which
produced it. The present study examines the Impact of different act-outcome
!Inks on Judgments oif causation, biame and restitution. The bases of these
Judgments, and the relationship between them, continues to Intrigue social

psychologists and hence these Issues are also exam!ned.

Recently, soclal psychologlsts have begun to Incorporate Ideas from
Jurlsprudence In thelr analyses of atirihution processes (e.g., Finchem &
Jaspars, 19803 Hamllton, 1980; Shultz & Schielfer, 1983) and to gather data
regarding the use of princlples of causation embodled In the law In the
formation of atiributions (e.g., Fincham & Shuitz, 1981; Shultz, Schie!fer,

& Aitman, 1981). A problem often encountered In determining legal Ilabl!lty



Is that of estab| ishing a sufficlently close causal connection between an
action and an event al leged to be an outcome of the action. In thls regard
a legal principle which may provide some Insight Into the perceptlon of
causal sequences |s that of Intervening causation (LaFave & Scott, 1972;
Prosser, 1971). According to this principle, 8 person's responsibl| ity for
harm Is diminished to the extent that some Independent evert which helps to
produce the harm has Intervened between his/her behavior and the harm.
Thus, for example, a defendant who negligently left an open pit In the road
vas not liable for Injury to a sherlff when {t was determined that a
prisonsr Independently threw the sher!ff Into the plt (kart & Honore, 1959).
The Iimited psychological data which relate to this principle provide
I .le evidence to suggest that lay persons use It In the atiributions they
make regarding sequonces of causally related events. For exawple, a recent
study by Vinokur and Ajzen (1982) found that distal causes are percelved to
have greater causal Impact on outcomes than proximal causes. This causal
primacy effect, however, occurred only In the |Imltec condition where, inter
alla, there was no basls for Judging the relative Importance or "intrinsic
relevance®™ of the causes. In a simllar veln, two studies which explicitly
oxaminad factors Influencing the relative Importance of potentlial proximal
and distal causes found that subjects atirituted harm to distal causes
(Brickman, Ryan, & Wortman, 1975; Shultz, Schlelfer, & Altman, 1981).
However, these studies did not attempt to control conditions which may be
necessary In order to observe the Influence of Intervening causetion. For
example, Intervening ceuses are unilkely to aiter causal or moral
responsibll ity assigned to a distal actor when; (1) the Initlal, distal
event Is sufficlent to produce the effect, & feature whic.. characterlzed the

stimul ] used by Bricikman, et al. (1975); (11) there Is a clear duty not to



pertorm the initlal act as In the case of Shultz et al.'s (1981) stimull;
and (111) the Initial act Is morally reprehensible (Hart & Honore, 1959).
These studies suggest that that there I|lkely to be complicated constralnts
on the circumstances under which Intervening causes mitigate !ludgments.

The nature of the proximai asvent Is also |lkely to Infliuence the
op.ration of the Intervening causation principle. For an Intervening event
to mitigate judgments regarding an Initial act It must occur Independently
of the Initial act. !t Is hypothesized that the prototype of an Intervening
cause |s deliberate human action as It often constitutes a | Imit In tracing
causal connections (Hart & Honore, 1959)., In ~ommon sense, causation may be
traced through Intermedliate everis to a voluntary human action Intended to
bring about the outcome but not through such action to prior events. Gulded
by the above observations, Fincham and Shultz (1981) tested the hypothesis
that the distal actor's responsibllity would be mitigated when the
Intervening event comprised a voluntary rather than accldental human action.
Strong support was obtalined for the lay attributors! use of the Intervening
causation princliple.

Desplte the strong evidence provided by Fincham and Shultz (1981)
regarding the special status of voluntary human actlon as an Intervening
cause, It Is |lkely that there are clircumstances under which voluntary human
actions do not mitigate attributions made about prior events. This may
occur for example, when the voluntary actlions In question are those of
people with |imited mental capacities, such as chlidren or the mentally
disturbed. Thus i+ might be hypothesized that causal and moral

responsibl | Ity assigned to a distal actor Is mitigated when the proximal
event which helps to produce the outcome comprises (1) the voluntary act of

an adult rather than a child or (11) the voluntery behavior of a sane rather



than mentaily disturbed person. The basls for such an hypothesls Is that
persons with |imited uental capacities do not satisfy the preconditions
which have to be met In order for a person to be held respons'ble for thelr
actions and thus they do not affect atiributions made regarding the distal
actor. The present experiment thus seeks to clurlfy the boundary condltlions
under which voluntary human actions constitute Intervening causes.

A second alm of the present experiment Is to examine the (lack of)
competencies attributed to chllidren and the mentally disturbed and to relate
thoy. "> attributions, !n general, attribution theorlsts tend not to have
specifled the preconditions necessary for soclal Inference processes to
operate In the manner they have described. Jones and Davis (1965) briefly
address thils issue In specifying that the actor must possess knowledge of
the ef fects of an act and have the ablilty to produce the act In order to
make a correspondaent Inference plausible and appropriate. However, othsr
capaclties are also |lkely to medlate such judgments. iIn addition to
knowiedge or the abliity to foresee the consequences of an action (Jones &
Davis, 1963), the present study Investigates the effects of three other
capacities: awareness of the rules of conduct In the situation, the abllity
to reason loglcally about such rules and reach reasonable concjuslons, and
finally the ablilty to control one's behavior to conform with dec!slons that
have been made (Hart, 1968). It Is hypothesized that Judgments regarding
these capacities medlate atiributions of causal and moral responsiblilty
end hence will be directly related to these Judgments.

At Soth a conceptual and empirical level there has been a great deal of
confusfion as to what const!tutes a "responsibli ity atritution." As a
consequence a varliety of varlables Including percelved cause, blame

sunl hment and compensation, have been used Interchangeably as measures of



"responsibliity.® This Is unfortunate as empliical distinctions between
crusal, moral and punishment judgmants heve been reported by a number of
Investigators (e.g., Fincham & Jaspars, 1979; Fincham & Shul tz, 1981; Harvey
& Rule, 1978; Reeder & Spores, 19833 Shuitz et al., 1981) The present
study therefore included separate measures of cause, blame and restitution
In order to determine whether they are differentially aftected by the
presence of an Intervening cause and variations In the capacities of the
actor,

A final alm of the present study Is to examine further the relationship
between cause, biame and punishment/compensation judgments. Flncham and
Jaspars (1980) have proposed an 'ontal iment mode!! of the relationship
between these measures. According to this mode! causation (C) Judgments
determine, In part, perceived blame (B) which In turn, partly determines
punishment Judgments (P). This |!near mode! can be schematicai ly represented
8s C»B+P, where |ater judgments entall ear!ler ones. The present
experiment provides a test of thls model.

Method

Overview

Subjects read a single scenario which portrayed two protagonists and a
sequence of events which resulted In damage to property. The flirst
protagon] st was a 33-year-old married man who was described as an average
"man In the street.® The characteristics of the second protagon!st were
varied according to a 3 (age) x 2 (mental status) design so that they
constituted 8 7, 14, or 22-year-oid male wvho elther did or did not dispiay
the symptams of a mental disorder (schizophrenia). In each cell of the

design, the voluntary action of the second protagonist produced property



damage which would not have been possible but for the prior action of the
tirst (“reasonable man") protagonist. Subjects rated the extent to which
each protagonlst was the cauzs of the demage and should be blamed for It.
They were also asked to judge the extent to which the protagonist (or his
guardian) was |lable fxr the cost of repaliring the damage. Final ly, several
questions concurning the capacities of the sacond protagonist were Included
fol lowed by manipulation checks.
subjects

Subjects were 144 undergraduate students In Introductory psychology who
participated In the study as part of thelr course requirements. Equal

numbers of males and fomales served as subjects.

Stimull

The stimulus Information consisted of a one~page scenario contalnling
three paragraphs. The flrst paragraph was the same In all conditlons and
described the first protagonist, an average or "reasonable" man:

Jack Jones |s a 35-year-old married man. He owns a modest house
in a middie-class nelghborhood. M-. Jones Is general ly rconsidered to
be an average sort of person by those people who know him and I+ has
even been suggested that he Is the kind of person one thinks of when
people talk about "the man In the street."

The next paragraph described the second protagonist (Bob), and varled
over conditions. The protagonist was portrayed as e!ther normal or mentally
disturbec. A psychotic disorder was chosen to ensure that "psychologlcal
disturbance® was credibly manipulated. Thus Bob exhiblted a sufficient
number of symptams to be dlagnosed as having a schizophrenic disorder

according to the currentiy used Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental



Disorders (DSM-111; American Psychiatric Assuclation, 1980). Finally, the

age of the protagonist was also varleci.1
In the normal protagonist condition, the second paragraph read:

At the beginning of February, Mr. Jones agreed to carpool with his
neighbor. This came about as his neighbor's [7/14/22]-year-old son,
Bob, had begun attending a therapy program run by Falrview Hospltal.
About 8 months ago, Bob had sustalned a minor InJury to his back.

Since that time Bob has largely Ignored the Injury. Bob wlll admit to
experiencing same pain when prodded by others al though there have been
a fow occasions when he spontaneously mentioned his "sore back." About
tvo weeks ago Bob woke up durlng the night because of paln In his back.
Following this Incident Bob saw an orthopedic surgeon. The surgeon
ascertained that Bob's Injury iad not been a serious one but that Bob
needed regular thorapy In order to avold possibie complications. As a
result of his examination the orthopedic sirgeon recommended that Bob
attend the outpatient program run by Falrview Hosplital. The crogram
wvas located near Falrview School, the school attended by Mr. Jones!
son. Consequently, when his nelighbor told him about the surgeon's

#Indings and recommendation Mr. Jones readlly agreed to carpool.

in the mentally disturbed protagonist condition It read:

At the beginning of February, Mr, Jones agreed to carpool with his
neighbor. This came about as his nelghbor's [7/14/22]-year-old son,
Bob, had begun attending a thereoy progrem run by Falrview Hospltal,
Bob's school performance had begun to deteriorate about 8 months ago.
Since that tima Bob has remained somewhat distant from his friends and
fanily, many of whom compiain that he now shows |ittie emotion. Bob

does engage In conversation when prodded +o do so although there have
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-been occasions when It has been ditficult to fol low the foglc of what
he Is saying. About two weeks ago Bob notliced a blemish on his hand
while eating and accused his mother of trying to polson him. Following
this Incident, Bol saw a psychlatrist, The psychlatrist ascertalned
that Bob heard volces on several occasions warning him of peopie who
vere frying to harm him. As a result of his examination, the
psychlatrist recommended that Bob attend the outpatient program run by
Falrview Hospltal. The program was located near the Falrview School,
the school attended by Mr. Jones' son. Consequently, when hls ne!ghbor
told him about the psychlatrist's findings and recommendation Mr. Jones
readily agreed to carpool.

The third paragraph of the scenario was agaln Identical In all condltlions,

and described the event sequence which resulted In harm:

On Friday the 3rd of February, Mr. Jones picked up Bob from the
Falrview program. On the way to pick up his son Mr. Jones declded to
briefly stop off at one of his work sites to complete a job. Everyons
had gone home when Mr, Jones and Bod entered the control room of the
varehouse, Mr. Jones switched on the remote control for the Iift+ arm
which he used to move a carton nearer the entrance so that It could be
Ficked up by the movers during the weekend. On completing this quick
task Mr. Jones went to the bathroom leaving the | 1f+ arm switched on.
Bob, who had closely watched the whole procedure, thought he would
surprise Mr, Jones and try to Inch the cartcn a |Ittle closer to the
ontrance. Within a few seconds Bob {ost control of the |1f+ arm which
smashed Info a car that was being stored In the warehouse. The door of

the car was badly damaged.

11




10

A second event sequance was also used to ensure that the data were not
Idlosyncratic to the scenario described above. In this case, M. Jones left
his car double parked and with the ignition on while he went Into a store to
buy some soda. Bob, who remasined In the car, tried to move It but lost
confrol. Agaln the door of a car was badly damaged.

Procedure

Subjects were tested In groups of 8~16 persons. Each read a single
scenario represanting one of the six cells of the experimental design (n =
24 per cell) following which they answered a cot of questions about the
first protagonist and a set of questions regarding the second protagonl st,
The order In which the sets ot questions were answered was completely
counterbalanced. All except one question were answered on a nine pofnt
scale (end points = | and 9). The first three questions In each set
concerned the extent to which the protagonlst was "the cause of" ('not at
all' to 'entirely'), was "to blame for™ ('not at all' to 'fully?) and should
pay for the damage to the car. This last Judgment was obtalned by
specifying that It cost $1200.00 to repalr the car door (which allowed the
damage produced In each story to be held constant); subjects were asked how
much the protagonist (or his guardian) should pay to the car owner for the
repairs. The above set of questions was asked In two dlfferent orders.

An additional question was Included to examine whether the experimental
manipulations In the present study merely altered the percelved
voluntarinmss of the Intervening cause. Thus subjects Judged the extent to
wvhich the action which comprised the Intervening event was a 'voluntary act!
('not at ali' to 'totally voluntary!). Several other questions were asked
about the second protegonist (Bob). First, subjects were askad about the

extent to which Bob "“was aware of the normal rules for behavior In the
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situation doscribed” ('?ofa.l ly unavare! to 'totally aware'); the extent to
which he "Is able to reason logically about such rules and resch reasonable
conciusions® ('totally unable' to 'torally able'); the extent to which he
"would b2 able to control himselt and successfully carry out such a
decislon® (*totally unabje' +o "totaliy able') and the extent to which he
“could foresee that his actions might lead to a negative outcome™ ('not at
all' to 'completely'). The fInal question comprised a manipulation check
and asked whother the protagonist “suffers from a psychologlcal disorder”
(*no psychological disorder' to 'msjor psychologlcal disorder?).

Resuits
An Inltlal analysis showed that responses obtalned for the two
scenarios did not differ. Consequently, the data from these two scenarlos

vere combined In subsequent analyses.z
Maplpujation Checks

A three way (age x mental status x order of Judging causes) analysls of
var!ance showed that mental dlsturbance was successfully manlpulated. Bob
vas seen as more psychologlcal ly disordered In the mental ly dlsturbed
condition (M = 6.43) than In tho normal (M = 2.61) conditlon, £ (1, 132) =
131.7, p < .001. No other signi¢icant effects were found. In order to test
the hypothesis that voluntary actlions of @ proximal only alter actor do not
invariably mitigate causal or moral responsibiiity, two criteria have to be
met In the present study: (1) the behevior of the proximal actor should be
percelved as voluntary, and (!1) percelved voluntariness should not vary
across experimental conditions. Both criteria were satisfled as Bob's
action was generally seen as voluntary (M = 6.64), and these perceptions did

not dififer significantly across experimental condltions.
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Judgments of Causation, Blawe and Restitution
Distal actor, It was predicted that the distal protagonist was more

Iikely to be seen as the cause of the accident, blameworthy and |lable for
restitution, when the second protagonist was a child rather than when he was
an adult, and to be greater when the sacond protagonist was mentally

d1 sturbed rather than sane. Data bearing on these hypotheses are presented
In Table 1 which shows that both hypotheses recelved general support. A

3 (age) x 2 (mental status) x 2 (order of judging actors) mul tivariate
analysis of varlance with percelved cause, biame and restitution as
deprndent variables was used to analyze these data. A significant age main
of fect showed that the distal sctor was Judged more severely vhen the second
profagonl st was young rather than old, F (6, 262) = 4.89,p < .001.
Univariate analyses confirmed this maln effect for each dependent variable.
Simple compar!sons showed that the maln effect In each case was due to the
fact that judgments were higher when the intervening action was that of a 7-
year-old rather than a 14-year-old (p < .01). There was no difference In
Judgnents when the Intervening actor was a teenager versus adult. A main

ef fect for psychological status was also obtalned, £ (3, 130) = 3.19, p <
.03, showing that percelved cause, blame and restitution were greater for
the distal actor when the Intervening actar was mentally disturbed rather
than sane. Unlvariate analyses of this effect were, however, significant
only for percelved cause and blame. The only other significant finding was
an order of judgment maln effect, [ (3, 130) = 5.26. 2 < .01. Higher
ratings were made for each attribution (p < .01) when the distal actor was
Judged first (cause M = 3.96, biawe M =4.38, restitution M = $514) rather

than second (cause M= 3.1, blame M= 3.26, restitution M = $287).
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insert Table 1 about here

To test whether judgments would be al tered when the proximate,
Intervening cause was an act of a chliid or a mentally disturbed person but
not when It was the act of a sane adult, the data were further mnalyzed
using Dunnett's (1955) technique for comparing treatwent means with a
control mean. Those means that differed from the corresponding sane adult
mean are marked with 8 superscript In Table 1. The predicted pattern of
resul ts wes obtalned for blame judgments and, with ons minor Inexplicable
exception (14-year-oid mentally disturbed protagonist), for judgments of
causation. In the case ot restitution judgments, a different pattern
emerged as only the celi msans which Involved the 7-year-old differed from
the control mean.

Proximei ector. To examine whether age or mental status affacted
causation, blame or restitution judgments regarding the proximal actor,
a3 (age) x 2 (mental status) x 2 (order of judging actors) multivariate
analysis of varisnce was conducted. As expected, a signiflicant age maln
effect was found, F (6, 262) = 8.53, p < .001 (see Table 2). Univariate
analyses showed that the 7-yesr-old was given iower ratings than the 14~

year-old and adult on all three dependent measures (g < .01).
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insert Table ? about here

A main effect was also found for mental status, £ (3, 130) = 5.06,
P < 003, and reflected the fact that the mental ly disturbed protagonlst was
less |lkely to be seen as the cause of the outcome and t+o be held
blameworthy than the sane protagonist (p < .01). Mental status did not,
hovever, affect restitution judgments. Finally, an order of Judgment maln
effect was obtalned, F (3, 130) = 7,97, p < .001. Unlvarlate analyses
showed that higher restitution judgments occurred when the fInancial
Ilabil ity of ﬂ;o proximal actor was Judged before ($795) that of the distal

actor ($551).0

To evaluate whother the perceived capacities of the Intervening actor
predicted the level of cause, blame and restitution assigned to him, three
regression analyses were conducted. The protagonisi's (1) awareness of the
rules for behavior, (11) abllity to reason about the rules, (i111) ablilty to
control his behavior In accordance with hls decision and (iv) ablllty to
foresee the outcome of his actlon were used as predictor varlables In
equations where the dependent varlable constituted cause, blame or
restitution Judgments, respectively. To ensurc that the results did not
merely refliect inflated relations produced by the experimental
meni pulaticns, the correlations between the varlables in each cell of the
design were converted to Z scores and the average correiations were

calculated. These were then used In the regression analysis.

16



The regression equations accounted for a signiticant proportion of the

varlance in percelved cause f (4, 139) = 3.54, p < .01, and percelved blame,
F (4, 139)= 2,97, p < .05. Table 3 shows the multiple correlation and

proportions of unique variance accounted for by the predictor varlables.‘
It can be seen that only awareness was a significant predictor of both
perceived cause and percelved blame al though the capacity to control cne's
behavior was also a significant predictar of the former judgment,

Insert Table 3 about here

The correlations between cause, biame and restitution Judgments In each
cell of the design were averaged following Z transformations to again ensure
that they reflected the subjects' Implicit notions regerding thelr
relationship. These correlations were used for a set of path analyses
(Kenney, 1979), the results of which are presented In Table 4. The analyses
wore dono separately for both the proximate and the distal cause.

In each case a single-step model In which perceived cause determimms
restitution judgments was compared to one where percelved blame constituted
an additional, Intermediate variable. Tne latter accounted for an Increased
proportion of the varlance In restitution judgments in the case of both the
distal (13 percent, p < .05) and proximate (17 percent, p < .05) cause. In
addl tlon, the entaliment model which speclfled that causation judgments
determine biame judgments which, In turn, determine judgments of restitution

(a restricted model as there are more equat’'ons than unknowns which produce

17



nonunique solutions), was contrasted with ons which spacl fled an additional
direct path between judgments of causation and restitution (a saturated
model os the number of equations and unknowns are equal which generates a

unique solution). The nonsignlficant large sample chi-square valuves (L)
Indicated that the Inclusion of this extra path did not contribute to the
predictive power of the |ineer restricted model (Kim & Kohout, 1970). The
corresponding path diegrams and proportion ¢f variance In restitution

Judgrents (R%) accounted for by . ~ch modsl are presented In Table 4.

Insert Table 4 about here

Discussjon

The major findings of the present study show that: (a) cause and
blame assigned to a distal actor In a causal chaln Is {ower when the
proximal event constitutes the act of & sane adult rather than the act of a
young chlid or a mentally disturbed person; (b) cause, blame and
restitution judgments are affected by the age and mental status of the
person judgeds (c) the capacities of foreseeabillty, understandlng,
reasoning and control of conduct rellably predict causal and moral
responsibl | ity; and (d) there Is tentative evidence for a |inear
relationship between cause, blame and restitution judgments such that causal
Judgments determine biame Judgments which, In turn, determine judgments of
restitution.

The tirst finding qualifies Fincham and Shultz's (1981) results which

showed thet the voluntary nature of an Intervening act was sufficlent to
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mitigate judgments of ceuse, blame and restitution. In the present study,
no dlfferences were found In the percelved voluntariness of the proximal
event yet It generally reduced judgments of causation and blame regerding
the distal actor only when the event constituted the action of a sans adult.
This finding does not appear to simply reflect the use of the discounting
principle as two evenis combined to produce an outcome In ali the cells of
the experimental design. Rather, |t seems that the manlpulations of age and
montal status alver the Interpretation of the Initlal act possibiilty
vecause of a speclal duty to oversee the acts of children and the mental ly
disturbed. Honce, when the duty is abrogated, as In the present study,
greater causal and moral responsibiiity Is assigned. These results suggest
that 1t Is not simply the Internal or external nature of causes which need
to be consldered in evaluating causal chalns and may therefore account for
the lack of any ef fect found for proximal causes In Briclkman ot al.'s (1975)
study. It also appears that the causal primacy effect found by Vinokur and
Ajzen (1982) only operates In conditions where the subjective welghting of
the causes is equal. The data avallable to date show that the distal cause
In @ causal chaln Is assigned |ess signlficance only when the proximal cause
Is voluntery, provided the voluntary act Is *hat of someone who possesses
the capacities ascribed to & normal adult In our soclety.

It Is, however. noteworthy that s bjects atiributed greater causallty,
and with the exception of one experimental conditlon (mentally disturbed 7-
yser-oid), blame and restitution to the proximal actor than the dlstal
actor. This ralses an Interesting question as to where subjects typlcally
start In locating cause and blame when confronted with a sequence of events.
The notion of Intervening causation outlined In the introduction Is a legal

concept and does not specify a psychological process. Nonetheless, It
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tocuses on the distal ector and seems to Imply that causation and/or bleme
are shifted, In whole or In part, to a proximal actor when certaln
conditions sre met. On the other hand, the above ment!loned fiIndIng suggests
that atiributors may typically begin by locating causation and blame In the
proximal actor and only then, when clrcumstances warrant It, trace causal
and/or moral responsibility to a distal actor. Thus while the notion of
Intervening causation Is useful when conslidering actual Judgments made about
a distal event, 1+ may not represent the psychological process which
typically occurs when subjects make attributions about a complex sequence of
events. The present data are, however, only suggestive In this regard.
While they show that judgments of the distal actor conform to what might be
expected according to the legal principle of Intervenlng causation, It
remains to determine the exact process followed In reaching such Judgments,
Examining the starting point and typical direction which Judgments fol low
when complex sequence of events are appralsed, might also shed |1¢at on the
puzziing order ef fect found for judgnents of proximal and distal evérrrs.

Our second finding, that the attibutions examined are af fected by the
age and mental status of the person judged, may not be surprising yet It |s
conceptusl ly important as It relates to the preconditions which have to be
fulfliled In order to apply atiribution modsls. Little attention has been
paid to this Issue. Previous research on attributions of causal and moral
responsibliity has often used both chliidren (e.g., Fincham & Jaspars, 1979;
Harris, 1977) and adults (e.g., Fincham & Shuitz, 1981; Shultz et al., 1981)
as stimull. These studles are usualiy portrayed as a single Integrated
| Iterature yet the present findings suggest that atitributions differ
according to the age of the person evaluated. In the present study, 14~

yesr~olds were Judged In the same way as adults, whereas 7-year-olds were
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not. The ago of stimulus pro*agonists used In research may therefore affect
which factors apparentiy Influence judgments such as cause and blame.
Simliariy, sge and mental status did not affect judgments In exactly the
same way which confl icts with Justinian's observation that a chlid Is "not
very different from a madmen®™ (cf. Platt & Diamond, 1966)., Older actors
(both mentally disturbed and sane) were Judged more harshiy than & normal 7-
year-oid child. One might therfore surmise that everydsy understandings of
child behavior and the behavior of the mentally disturbed differ. Both of
these factors are, however, most |lkely summary variables which may
differential ly affect the perception of mental capacities., It Is these
capacities which are held to mediate cause, blame and restitution judgments.
The third finding provided partial support for this view as the abliity
to understand what constitutes appropriate behavior, to foresee the
consequences of behavior, to reech decisions regarding such behavior and to
follow through on these declslons did Indeed predict causal and blame
Judgments., Jones and Davis' (1965) precondition for the atiribution of
Intentions, viz, the abllity to foruses the outcomes of one's act, did not
account for any unique ver-iance on the dependent measures (< 1 percent In
each case). Rather, It was the awereness of sppropriate behavior In the
situation, and In fhol‘ case of percelved cause, the abllity to control one's
actlons, which accounted for the grestest amounts of unique variance.
However, the magnitude of the varlance accounted for, while significant, Is
low. This may reflect the general and rather abstract manner In which these
questions were asked. For example, the person's general awareness regerding

appropriate behavior In the siruation may not be as Important as thelr

knowledge concerning the particular act they perfc:rm.5 Other capaclties are
also |lkely to be Important, Systematic examination of the Insanlty defense
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a5 embodied In ditferent rules (l.e., MNeughten Rule, Durham Test and Model
Penal Code) is Ilkely to prove useful In future research on this Issue.

It should be noted, however, that the capacities of the actor were not
useful In predicting restitution judgments., This Is consistent with the
tinding that age and sanity had less Impect on restitution than cause and
blame judgments for both proximal and distal causes. One possible reason
f x these difterences resides In the fact that the restitution judgment,
unl ke cause and blame judgments, clearly Involved consideration of an
Innocent third party (the owner of the car). To this extent, the atir Ibutor
Is orlented to the future and there Is less need to establish as close a
connection between the compensator and the harm - what Is Important Is that
an Innocent party does not suffer. A legal analogue Is the distinction
botween criminal and tort law. The young and Insane are generally llable
tor thelr torts (where compensation Is an Issue) but not thelr crimes (where
moral Judgment and punishment are a concern). Glven that the stimull
portrayed a tort, the data are consistent with this legal dlstinction except
that lay atiributors seem to partlally conslder capacities In making
restitution judgments, The above analysis suggests a further distiuction
which has been overlooked In atiribution research, the dlfference between
punishment and restitution, The Interchangeable use of these concepts
(e.g., Fincham & Jaspars, 1980; Shultz, et al., 1981) may not be just!fled
to the extent that punishment concerns the perpefrator of the harm and is
therefore past orlented whereas restitution considers the victim of the ham
and Is future orlented. Whother attributors make such distinctions Is an
emplirical question and may depend In part on whether they view pun!shment as

retributive or utilitarian,
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The tinal finding concerning the relationship between Judgments of
cause, blame and restltution supports the hypotheslzed ental Iment model:
Judgments of causa determine those of blame which In turn determine
restitution jJudgrents (C—»B —»R). This mode! was supported for jJudgments
of both the proximal and distal actor and Is unilkely to reflect the order
In which the judgments were made as different orders were used. Indeed, the
tinding appears to be & robust one as It Is consistent with prior research
(Finchua & Shultz, 1981; Shuitz et al., 1981) which has used a variety of
stimul 1.

The presant data, cannot, however, be used to rule out two other models
of thecoretical Interest. One of these (R—>B-—C) speclfles that judgments
of restitution determine those of blame and cause. Lioyd=-Bostock (19835)
presents Indirect evidonce which suggests that this Is precisely what occurs
whan compensation Is sought In Industrial accldents. That Is, Individuals
decide on a | lkely source of compensation and then make causation and blame
Judgments to justify obtaining compensation fram this source. However,
vhether this mode! applies In situations where the attributor Is not
motiveted by gain, Is open to question. It seems quite possible that
Judgments made In situations where the atiributor has a stake In the outcome
of a declslson process may be qulte dlfferent than In situations where
compensation Is not at Issuse.

The remalnlng model (C%-B —»>R) Is somewhat counter-intultive In most
slfuaﬂons"as It assumes that an Inltial blame judgment determines those of
causation and restitution. To the extent that common sense notions are
embodled In the law, examination cf legal writings does not support this
model. Unless a person Is Judged to have actually caused harm, the question

of thelr blameworthiness normal ly does not arise (except In the few, often
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prodlematic cases of strict or vicarious |lebility). The need to obtzin
further empirical evidence ragarding the sequence of these judgments Is
spparant, One possibdlliity Is to use reaction time when measuring cause,
blame and restitution judgments. The entaliment model Implies tha*
restitution judgments should take longer to muke (entalls causal and blame
Judgments) than blame Judgments (entalls causal Judgment only) with causal
Judgrents taking the least time. Thus different rea=tion time patterns are
impl led by the alternative models.

The present study may be seen as providing evidencs regarding the
utii1ty of principles derived from the legal |lterature and a priorl
analyses made by phllosophers In soclal psychological research. On the one
hand, psychologlcal theory stands to gain a great deal fram conslderation of
the sophisticated analyses ot legal philosophers and practicloners who have
beon analyzing human conduct for hundreds of years, albelt from a somewhat
different perspective (cf. Dariey, Klosson & Zanna, 1978). On the other
hand, psychologlsts may provide empirical validation for clalms made sbout
the "common sense™ basis of legal and moral principles. Although there has
been some enthuslasm for such an Interdisciplinary endsavor by soclal
psychologlsts fe.g., Darley et al., 1978; Fincham & Jaspars, 1980; Ham!iton,
1980, but see Shotter, 1981, for a contrary view) some caution |s necessary.
For example, legal precepts are designed to serve the purpose of
adminlstering the Iaw and when they are found to conflict with psychological
processes, 1t doss not autamatical ly Imply that they should be changed. Nor
should they be accepted as psychologlcal models or as necessar'ly relevant
to psychologlical processes. Nonetheless, the Investigation of man as lawyer

mey prove to be st least as valuable an approach to understanding ordlnary
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Judgments of cause and moral responsibl!iity as the erstwhiie Investigation
of man the sclentist ambodled In atiribution theorles.
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Footnotes

®  We would Iike to thank Jolene Galegher, Glenn Reeder and Bob Wyer
for their helpful comments on en eeriler draft of the manuscript. Requests
for reprints should be sent to Frank Fincham, Department of Psychology, 603
East Danlel, Champaign, Iilinols 61820.

1. The ages of 7 and 14 years were chosen as, under the law, chlldren
bolow 7 years of age are presumed to be Incapable of evil Intent (dol!
Incapax) and are thus without criminal capacity whereas those who have
reached 14 are frested as fully responsible far their actions (LaFave &
Scott, 1972). In between these two ages there Is a rebuttable presumption
of Incapacity. It Is not clear that subjects were sware of this legal
convention, but we wanted our results to reflect the reactions of ordlnary
people to actors who differ In thelr legal status,

2. As the e were no significant differences between the sexes on any
of the dependent measures, thls varlable Is not glven any further attention.

3. The order effects were unexpected and are difficult to Interpret.
Conceivably, they reflect a discounting effect when the second act Is rated.

4. These values actually constitute Darlington's (1968) useful ness

index. This Index Is the amount Rz would drop If the predictor were removed
fram the regression equation and the remaining varlables were rewelghted.

As the test of zero usefulness Is equivalent to the hypothesis that the
veriable has a population beta welght of zero, it can be tested for
significance In the seme way. Where predictor varlables are Intercorrelated
the usefulness Index is equlvalent to the square of the semipart!al

corrol ation coefflicleny .
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5. This distinction In fact differentiates different legal systems
(e.g., continental and EnglIsh) when [Imited capacities are at Issue (Hart,
1968),

6. As pointed out by a reviewer, this mode! may apply In certain
clrcumstances such as those cheracterized by strong blases. For exampie,
outgroup members may be blamed for an event and appropriate causes then
found to Justify the evaluative Judgment and Its various consequences.
However, the fact that a cause Is found to Justity blame suggests that the
ental Iment model reflects accurately the soclal representation of the
relationship tetween cause, blame and restitution even though I+ does not
reflect the actual Judgment processes In this particular case.
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Table 1
Mean judyements for causation, blame and restitution

assigned to distal actor

Mental Status
Condition Disturbed Sane
Causation
7 years 5,08° 4,042
14 years 3.04 3.17
Adult © 3,768 2.08
Blame
7 years 5.06b 4.58b
14 years 3.66° 3.08
Adult 3.62° 2.29
Restitution
7 years 6u8° 483°
14 years 400 360
Adult 294 258
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a, b, ¢ Shows means differ from corresponding, sane adult mean at p < .05,




Table 2
MNean judgments for causation, blame and restitution

assigned to proximal actor

- S S G T D A P A T P PP P P G S D R G R G e S w TP an R W RO e WD TP an e T WP S R G oR A O G A W D D G T AR R R W e

Condition Disturbed Sane
Causation
7 years 5.88 6.54
14 years 7.30 7.96
Adult 7.33 8.04
Blame
7 years 4.71 5.42
14 years 6.42 1.79
Adult 7.00 8.17
Restitution
7 years 454 537
14 years 654 841
Adult 772 779
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Table 3
Multiple correlations and unique variance

associated with the predictor variables

------------------------------------ L L L L P b ¥ T ¥ ¥ ¥ I ¥ ¥ X1 ¥ I ¥ N PPy F R Y P poyspesg Py oy

Predictor variables

Attribution = = eecccmccccadacccacaccccecaceccccacecacccmccaccacaea.
Measures R Awareness Reason Control Foreseeability

Cause 304% 078%* -030 .098* .0U9

Blame 280** 052** 005 001 004

Restitution  .232 049 .001 .003 008
*p< .0l

" p < .05
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Table &4
Results of path analyses of the relationship among

Jjudgments of cause (C), blame (B), and reStitution (R)

- e S ah ah Gh an GR GN G G2 R S an S SR ED an G G} G SR D G2 GR TP Gh G2 G SR G2 G U G2 o TP Gb G2 GF WD G) G G G G Gb G an G GR 5 0 AN Gh Gn GR GD an B A Gh G G2 Gh GD Gy GR W P =S =S > G G .-

Restricted Model Saturated Model
Cause Path Diagram Re Path diagram R? L(1)

R A R SR P SR R NS AR OP O aR Gh G OR OR GF ah an B D b W G GRS Gb G5 4V G 4 n U} GR D 4P G G G S GF Gh G Gh GD GD Gh Gh G5 b G Gn G G5 WS G G OF Gn A AR Gn Gb Gb G5 Gn G AP G2 ab S

Distal C.79 B,63 R .39 .79 /Pj‘ .58

C 06 R 397 <1

Proximate C .63, B ,57, R .42 .63 /" .53

P G P A Y S G S GRS A S RGP G P R G A e S S R et G DGR WD P U G A DGR R D G Gh R R A G DGR R R G R AR G PR R G R R G G GD R R




